REMARKS 

Reconsideration of tine application, in view of tlie following above amendments 
and the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

The examiner objects to the drawings as failure to comply with 37 CFR 
1 .84(p)(5) because they do not include the following reference signs mentioned in the 
description: 44A-B in Fig. 2A. The examiner requires corrected drawing sheets in reply to 
the official action. 

This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicants can find no recitation in the 
specification of these reference numerals in respect to Fig.2A. These reference numerals 
44A and 44B are referred to in paragraph 0037 as referring to Fig.2C. The reference 
numerals are properly shown in Fig.2C. Therefore, there are no drawing corrections to be 
made and none has be included with this response. 

The examiner objects to Claims 13, 15, 16 and 39 because of the limitation of the 
limitation "said scanning device/structure" in line 2 of each of the claims and in Claim 15 
the limitation " the scan velocity ", in Claim 13 the limitation "the resonant frequency" and 
in Claim 42 the recitation "the scanning engine". The examiner states the there is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. These claims have been 
appropriately corrected. 

The examiner rejects Claims 1-4 and 6 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Neukermans, 5,629,730 in view of Schlafer 3,544,201 . The examiner 
then goes on to recite rejections against Claims 1-32. 

The examiner's rejection is defected in several respects. First of all, although the 
rejection is only against 1 -4 and 6, there are specific rejections discussed against other 
claims. Accordingly, Applicants have assumed that those claims were also rejected in 
view of this combination of references. In addition, there is no reference Neukermans, 
U.S. Patent 5,629,730 as that patent issued to Park and is entitled "Thermal Printer and 
Printing Method Thereof", as is therefore unrelated to the present invention. Applicants 
assume that the examiner meant to recite Neukermans et al., U.S. Patent 5,629,790 and 
this response has assumed that reference. Furthermore, the reference referred to by 
the examiner as Schlafer and having the correct patent number cited by the examiner 
actually lists the first invention as Fowler; it does list Schlafer as the second inventor. 
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Accordingly, Applicants are responding herewith based upon the assumption that this is 
the correct reference, which should be appropriately referred to as Fowler, and not 
Schlafer. 

With the above in mind, and as best understood by Applicant, the examiner 
rejection is respectfully traversed. The portion it is actually referred to by the examiner 
in Schlafer (Fowler) recites that piezoelectric transducers can be comprised of first and 
second sheets of piezoelectric material which is characterized by the fact that their 
length expands or contracts in accordance with their direction of poling and the polarity 
of a voltage applied thereacross. Such piezoelectric "benders" are well known in the art 
and Applicants are not claiming that it is their invention. Applicants point the examiner to 
Col. 5 of the reference at lines 19-21 which recites: 

"the transducer bends in accordance with the applied deflection signal, the 
reflecting surface tilts so that the direction of the reflected beam is 
changed." 

Accordingly, these "benders" are used in a well known manner in order to inpart the 
deflection to the reflecting surface. In sharp contrast, the piezoelectric device used in 
the present invention is to expand or contract and thus control the amount of 
compressive forces applied to the support structure 140 which in turn is coupled to 
support frame 32 of mirror device 48. The forces which are coupled to the support 
frame 32 result in either compression or torsional stress being applied along the 
torsional hinges 38A and 38B. Thus, the monitored parameter, such as the resonant 
frequency of the device, can be maintained at the desired level. Schlafer (Fowler) does 
not show or suggest the utilization of compressive forces to affect the hinges so as to 
control a monitor parameter, such as the resonant frequency of the device, the 
examiner's statements to the contrary notwithstanding. Accordingly, Applicants have not 
amended the claims in view of the references cited by the examiner. 

The examiner rejects Claims 14-40 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Neukermans, in view of Schlafer and further in view of Klement. The 
examiner states that Klement teaches the providing of an electrical control signal to 
adjust said stress loading so as to maintain said selected parameters between a 
selected minimum value and a selected maximum value and specifically recites 



TI-38547 Page 10 of 11 



paragraph 34, lines 1-3. 

This rejection is respectfully traversed. Paragraph 34 of Klement recites in 
pertinent part: 

"The ideal resonant scanner controller would continuously detect shifts in 
the device's resonant frequency and adjust drive frequency to match the 
resonant frequency." 

Thus, those skilled in the art recognize that the system of Klements adjust the drive 
frequency to match the resonant frequency of the mirror. In sharp contrast, the present 
invention adjust the resonant frequency of the mirror to match a desired resonant 
frequency by adjusting the forces applied to the torsional hinges. 

The examiner rejects Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Neukermans in view of Schlafer (Fowler) and further in view of Mizoguchi. Claim 
15 is dependent upon Claim 13 and is therefore patentable for the same reasons. 

The remainder of the official action is too confused for the Applicant to respond. 
Although the examiner does not make a rejection to Claims 38 and 41 , the examiner 
states what Mizoguchi teaches with respect to those claims. The examiner then goes on 
to say that Neukermans further teaches and recites elements in Claims 42-46, without 
making a rejection of those claims in view of this combination. Therefore, it is not clear to 
Applicant the exact rejection of these claims, if any. Accordingly, Applicants have not 
amended the claims in view of this possible rejection. 

Accordingly, Applicants believe that the application, as amended, is in condition 
for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Texas Instruments Incorporated 

/William B Kempler/ 

William B. Kempler 

Senior Corporate Patent Counsel 

Reg. No. 28,228 

Tel.: (972)917-5452 
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